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5Abstract
This qualitative study investigates the effect frequent organizational restructure
has on employee perceptions. Frequent is defined as two or more restructures in
less than eighteen months. For this study, I evaluated findings from ten
employees who worked in various industries throughout the IVlidwest who had
experienced at least two restructures in Iess than eighteen months. Interviews
were conducted with individuals to understand their perspective of organizational
restructures they've participated in at their company. Findings from this study
suggested when leaders clearly articulate the rationale for the organizational
restructure and when they are honest and transparent about what is going on
and why; individuals were able to quickly get on board to support the change
even when the outcome affected them in a negative manner.
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7The Effect Frequent Organizational Restructure has on Employee Perceptions
lntrod uction
Lynn stopped Karl in the hallway to talk about the most recent
announcement about the reorganization which was sent to all company
employees early this morning. t\4uch to Lynn's dismay another company
restructure was looming. Nearly a year ago the company went through a major
restructure with hopes to reduce redundancies and optimize resources. Lynn's
conversation about the ever changing environment with Karl helped to put her at
ease. As he mentioned to her, the only constant in organizations of today is
change and employees needed to be agile through the process. Lynn walked
away with a new perspective about change and the importance of embracing it.
Practically every sector of the American economy is under financial
pressure due to stiff competition around the globe, governmental deregulation of
industry and the increased pace of technology (Probst, 2003). Recent economic
challenges are causing organizations to look inward to increase efficiencies while
scrutinizing costs. Terms like restructuring, reorganization, downsizing,
organizational transformation and creating operational efficiencies are popular
discussion topics for most leaders as they take on the challenge of making their
organization more profitable. As employees are reshuffled many times in the
constant churn, or ushered out of companies entirely, they are showing
demonstrable loss of loyalty and commitment to their employers, often rethinking
their professional identities (Oxman and Smith, 2003). There may be unintended
Iconsequences of organizational restructures such as lack of employee
engagement, loss of confidence in leadership's ability to determine the strategic
direction of the organization, lack of focus on organizational goals and employee
retention. Simply put, leaders need to guide their company through disruptions
while retaining motivated workers (McFarland, Seen & Childress, 1995).
Employee morale, employee engagement and retention are critical
measures leaders use to determine the health of the organization and also
influence the employees' perception of their workplace. Engaged employees are
more productive, more profitable, more customer-focused, safer, and more likely
to withstand temptations to leave the organization (Gallup, 2008). Leaders will
benefit from the findings of this study by understanding the impact frequent
organizational restructure has on employee's perceptions of the organization.
Purpose
The purpose of this research was to study the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. A convenience sampling approach was
used to select eight to ten participants (maximum of ten participants). I utilized my
network of Human Resources professionals throughout the Midwest to identify
participants who fit the criteria to be interviewed for the study. I met with each
participant for a one hour meeting either in person or via phone and asked them
questions related to the research topic. ltook notes and recorded the meeting for my
purposes of data collection and to listen to the recording to refresh and verify
information from the interview if needed.
oDefinition of Terms
This research proposes to investigate the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. For the purpose of this research,
frequent is defined as one restructure followed by another in less than eighteen
months. Restructure is defined as when an organization goes through a
structural change with the goal of creating efficiencies or eliminating
red u ndancies.
Personal lnterest
Part of my role as a human resources professional is to work with leaders
to help define the strategy for the business, including the human capital needs, to
execute the strategy. Over the past several years, I've worked with many leaders
to restructure their business units. Severa! of these restructures resulted in
downsizing the workforce, reducing manager layers, adding manager layers and
outsourcing work all under the premise of creating efficiencies. I often wondered
what the answers would be to the following questions: How did these changes
effect the employee's perception of the organization? ls there critical information
which can be gleaned by understanding the point of view from the employee's
perspective about restructures? How do frequent organizational restructures
impact employee commitment level? I would like to understand the polnt of view
from those individuals who have been involved in multiple organizational
restructures. This information would help me to better support leaders in making
restructure decisions and to help employees with the change.
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Literature Review
This review of literature will focus on studies published from 2004 to 2010.
These studies examined the effect frequent organizational restructure has on
employee perceptions. There is little empirical research which solely addresses
the impact of frequent restructure on employee's perceptions of the organization.
However, studies on organizational change and downsizing will be used to gain
insights to the effects of frequent restructure initiatives on employees.
[/oore, Grunberg and Greenberg (2006) evaluated the effects on
individuals who experienced downsizing either directly or indirectly multiple times
at a Iarge manufacturing organization. The study started in 1997 and was
designed to evaluate the effects of workplace change on three levels: job
security, intent to quit and depression. Three thousand seven hundred
individuals were randomly selected to participate, ln 1999, those individuals still
employed by the organization were asked to participate in the study again and
the same study was repeated in 2003. Of the 776 indivrduals who participated in
the 2003 survey, 460 indrcated either a direct or indirect experience for all three
periods. Direct (D) experience meant the individual was personally impacted
either by a !ayoff, bumped in seniority or rehired into a different role. Indirect (l)
experience is defined as an individua! who had a co-worker, family member or
friend impacted by an organizational downsizing. The study by [\4oore et al.
looked at the type of impact (direct or indirect) the employee experienced over
the survey time period. There were six distinct combinations for individuals who
experienced change during all three periods: lll, llD, IDl, lDD, Dll and DID
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(example: DID = Directly impacted in 1997, indirectly impacted in 1999 and direct
in 2003. The study by [Vloore et al. rndicated direct experience with downsizing
may impact the feelings of job security beyond the most recent downsizing
experience. The study also suggested the level of job security, intent to quit and
depression appear to be affected by the order in which an individual had
experienced the change. Job security was measured using a four-point scale;
intent to quit was measured using a five-point scale; depression was measured
using an eight-point scale and participants were asked to indicate yes or no
regarding layoff contact. Job security decreased for individuals who began with
an indirect experience followed by a direct experience (the mean change was -
3.14 to -3 59) lf an individual had a direct experience at time two, depression
was significantly higher regardless of whether he/she had a direct or indirect
experience at time one; the mean was 4.41. The mean for depression at time
three was 3.04. Likewise if an individual had a direct experience at time three
their intent to quit was higher 
- 
llD (3.75), IDD (3.40) and DID (4 15)
Bareil, Savoie and Meunier (2007) investigated subject's predisposition to
react to organizational change. The study encompassed 321 individuals from the
healthcare sector. The study had a good cross-section of employees with
occupations including nurses, nurse's aides, physicians, managers, technicians,
professionals (administrative and clinical), secretaries and general employees.
These individuals experienced three organizational changes during the same
year. The changes included integrating services to align by client group and
introducing new work activities, physical work relocation and technology
Augsburg College Ubrary
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changes. The concerns theory was used to evaluate the level of concern an
individual had about the change. Using a four-point scale they asked participants
to determine the degree of concern for each of the three changes. For each
item, participants expressed how they felt about the change by indicating they
were not concerned, a little bit concerned, quite concerned or highly concerned.
The study by Bareil et al. indicated the three changes elicited an average Ievel of
discomfort. Level of significance was high for structural change 0.91, workplace
relocation 0.92 and technology change 0.94. Seventy-seven percent of the
participant's level of discomfort varied from one change to another. Twenty-three
percent of the participant's level of discomfort for all three changes remained
stable. For some of these individuals the discomfort they felt may have been
determined by the type of the change, whereas the degree of discomfort was
unwavering for others. The study provides statistical evidence to support the
theory that the level of discomfort varies based upon the type of change.
Hopkins and Weathington (2006) evaluated the relationship between
justice perceptions, trust, organizational commitment and satisfaction and
turnover intentions of survivors of recent organizational downsizing. ln this study,
procedural justice is defined as the perception an individual had as it related to
fairness of the processes the organization used whereas, distributive justice is
defined as the individual's perception of fairness of the outcomes.
Justice perceptions can impact the attitude an individual had towards his
or her organization (Hopkins & Weathington, 2000). Five hundred individuals
whose organization had recently completed a downsizing were randomly
13
selected to participate in the study. One hundred eighty-four individuals returned
the online survey. All items were evaluated using a 7-point Likert scale. The
scale was an ordinal scale which ranged from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. This study showed a positive correlation between trust and organizational
satisfaction (r = .76) and organizational satisfaction and commitment (r = .71). ln
situations where trust was strong, a positive correlation existed between trust and
distributive justice (r = .63). When there was a lack of trust, turnover intentions
were stronger (r = - 63). There was a small negative correlation between
commitment and procedural and distributive justice (r= -.10).
Hopkins' and Weathington's study suggested the level of trust plays a
critical role in the relationship between the individual and his/her employer. Trust
partially mediated the relationship between distributive justice and organizational
satisfaction (r = .76), distributive justice and commitment (r = .70) and procedural
justice and turnover intentions (r = - 50). The study showed a strong relationship
between procedural justice and organizational satisfaction which implied the
procedure an organization uses to make decisions affects the employebs'
satisfaction level with an organization.
Griffin, Rafferty and Mason (2004) explored the effects organizational
change had on individual perceptions of leadership and morale depending on the
initiator of the change activity. Two waves of employee surveys were conducted
inside an Australian public sector agency. There were 3,335 participants in the
first survey and 3,314 participants in the second survey. There was a total of 162
work groups. The work group location was used to match participants for both
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surveys. The first survey assessed partlcipants on supportive leadership and
group morale. The second survey assessed participants on sources of change.
Using a S-point scale, pafticipants were asked to rate the extent to which the
change was initiated by someone outside their work group, managers within their
work group and employees within their work group. Findings from the study by
Griffin et al. suggested the ability to initiate and manage change is central to
supportive leadership and perceptions of leadership and morale are affected by
the employees' perception of who initiated the change. Who initiates the change
is critical and work group leaders'and employees'involvement in change
activities are beneficial to the organization.
Svensen, Neset and Eriksen (2007) explored factors associated with
employees who had a positive attitude about organizational change during a
downsizing initiative. The study was conducted with a global oil company; 467
Nonruegian employees participated in the study. A questionnaire developed by
the lnternational Survey Research was administered to participants. The
questionnaire was comprised of sixty-six statements about the work environment
including leadership and three statements about attitude of change. Pailicipants
were asked to answer questions using a S-point Likeft scale. The scale was an
ordinal scale which ranged from disagree to agree. There were nine subscales
used to compute work environment; team effectiveness, team leadership; work-
life balance, corporate social responsibility, articulated vision, pride, career
development, remuneration, and involvement and participation. The three
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questions on change were also answered using a S-point Likert scale. The scale
was an ordinal scale ranging from disagree to agree.
Findlngs from the study by Svensen et al. suggested employees'attitude
about a change initiative correlates with their perception of the working
environment. The respondents indicated perceived corporate social
responsibility, employee involvement and team leadership were key indicators
which impacted the respondent's attitude toward the change. A third of the
respondents had a positive attitude about change, and a third had a negative
attitude about change. The perception the employee has of his/her working
environment plays a role in the attitude toward organizational change.
Armstrong-Stratten, Wagar and Cattaneo (2004) explored survivors'
reactions to the downsizing and the effects a few years later. The study was
conducted at a federal government department which underwent a downsizing
initiative. ln 1996 and in 1998 questionnaires were sent to randomly selected
employees. Using a S-point scale, participants were asked to rate job-related
and group-related factors Job-related factors included: job security, job
satisfaction, team members, challenges in role, advancement, training, job
performance rating, workload and perceived justice. Group-related factors
included: team cohesiveness, service quality, perceived emotional and
informational support from immediate supervisor. One hundred fifty-nine
respondents participated in the study. Respondents were divided into one of four
groups of survivors: those who experienced no change; those who experienced
an addition of one or two new team members; those who experienced moderate
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change in their team, and those who changed to a new team (Armstrong-
Stratten, Wagar & Cattaneo, 2004).
Findings from the study by Armstrong-Stratten et al. suggested those
individuals in the moderate change category reported an increase in job
satisfaction, performance and morale after the downsizing. lndividuals who had
experienced no change or minor changes of team members reacted more
negatively to the organizational downsizing and didn't report an increase in job
satisfaction or morale. ln all four groups, the level of team cohesiveness and
service quality were similar. Upon completion of the downsizing, those in the
intact group report lower levels of perceived support from their immediate
supervisor. These results provided evidence changes in work-group
membership play a key role in the survivors'reaction to organizational
downsizing.
De Cuyper, De Witt, Vandler Elsyt and Handaja (2010) evaluated the
effects of the objective threat of unemployment and situational uncertainty
following a restructure in relation to perceived job insecurity and strain. Strain
was defined as the underlying positive (vigor) or negative (emotional exhaustion)
energy associated with the change. The study was conducted at a service
organization in Belgium. The company had informed employees of upcoming
restructures a year prior to officially announcing it was going to downsize.
Employees were divided into three categories: those who were informed of their
dismissal, those continuing their employment and those who were told a decision
hadn't been determined yet. At the time of the data collection all of the
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participants were still employed at the organization. All 330 employees were
invited to participate in the study; however,129 individuals participated in the
study. Their responses were collected through a questionnaire. Of the 129
individuals who participated in the study, fifty-seven fell into the continued
employment category, thirty-seven fell into the dismissal category and the
remaining twenty-eight fell into the undecided category. The participants were
asked to rate their agreement on question about perceived job security and
strain. To reflect a threat of unemployment, victims were compared to the
surviving and undecided group. To reflect a situation of uncertainty, they
compared the undecided group to the surviving group and those participants who
were dismissed.
Findings from the De Cuyper et al. study suggested there was a positive
correlation 0.45 between the threat of unemployment and perceived job
insecurlty. The threat of objective unemployment did not significantly correlate
with strain (emotional exhaustion or vigor). There was no significant correlation
with situational uncertainty and perceived job security, emotional exhaustion or
vigor. Perceived job insecurity correlated negatively to vigor and there was no
significant correlation between perceived job insecurity and emotional
exhaustion. There was a negative correlation -0.28 between emotional
exhaustion and vigor. Job insecurity was higher among victims than survivors.
The objective threat of unemployment appeared as a factor which impacted
participant perceptions of job insecurity. Perceived job insecurity had an
association between the objective threat of unemployment and strain There was
18
a direct association between objective threat of unemployment and strain which
implies victims reported less strain then survivors. lnforming individuals of their
dismissal from the organization may trigger coping mechanisms for the victims.
When looking at the survivor group versus the undecided group there was no
correlation between situational uncertainty and strain which could indicate
survivors are likely to experience strain.
Summary of General Findings
While there were several insights gleaned from these studies, many of the
respondents used in the various studies were from a single organization; more
research would need to be conducted at additional organizations and across
different industries to be able to generalize the results of these studies.
These studies showed organizational change and downsizing initiatives
can affect employees; however, not all individuals react negatively to
organizational change. Some individuals are quite positive about change
initiatives and view them as an opportunity.
ln organizations, change is inevitable and leaders play a key role in driving
organizational change. Leaders are responsible to coach and lead their
employees through the change and guide those individuals who are resistant to
the change. ln situations in where there is a strong sense of trust between the
individual, their Ieader and the organization, positive outcomes regarding change
ca n be rea lized .
Studies on the degree frequent restructuring has on employee perception
of the organization is limited. This is somewhat surprising considering the
19
amount of restructuring which has occurred in organizations as of late. More
research in this area is necessary to see the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions.
20
lVlethodology
Over the past year the media has highlighted several large ltlidwest
organizations which have gone through organizational restructures. Many of
these organizations have undergone multiple organizational restructures in
response to competitive pressures within their industry.
This qualitative study investigated the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. Frequent is defined as two or more
restructures in less than eighteen months. For this study, I evaluated findings
from employees who work in various industries throughoutthe Midwest who had
experienced at least two restructures in less than eighteen months.
Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted with two individuals to fine-tune the questions
which were used for this study. The discussions conducted with these
individuals enabled me to practice, enhance the interview process, and to refine
the questions being asked. Conducting a pilot study was extremely beneficial; it
helped me to make slight modifications to the interview questions, and I added a
general open-ended question on the topic of organizational restructure. The pilot
study truly helped me to crystallize the questions I used during the study.
Quesfro ns Derived from the Pilot Study
' Think back to the most recent organizationat restructure which you were
part of; how did you learn about the restructure?
' What was your initial reaction when you learned about the restructure?
r flow were you affected by the restructure? Please explain.
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I
o What changes have occurred for you as a result of the restructure?
How did the leaders articulate the purpose for the restructure?
o What was the purpose of the restructure?
Describe your level of commitment to the organization.
o Has your level of commitment changed as a result of the
restructure?
What is your perception of the leader's ability to successfully lead the
organization after this restructure?
ls there anything else you would have liked the organization or your Ieader
to have done differently during this most recent restructure?
ls there anything else you would like to share regarding this topic?
o
o
a
e
Research Study Paficipants
A convenience sampling approach was used to identiflT ten individuals
who had experienced at least two restructures in less than eighteen months to be
interviewed. For individuals who I knew met the criteria and I had their contact
information in my possession; I contacted them directly to inquire about their
interest in participating in the study. A copy of the script used can be found in
Appendix A.
Participants were also identified utilizing my network of Human Resources
professionals throughout the h/lidwest to identify individuals to be interviewed for
the study. Iasked my colleagues to identify potential participants and to provide
them with a high level overview of the study, review the recruitment letter, which
can be found in Appendix B, and to inquire if they would be interested in
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participating. When the individual agreed to participate in the study, my
colleague sent their contact information to my attention. ln cases in which a
potential participant had questions about the study and wanted to talk with me
first, my contact provided them with my contact information.
When an individual agreed to participate in the study, lcontacted him/her
to discuss the study and scheduled a time for the interview. Prior to the
interview, I emailed the participant a copy of the questions I was planning to ask
and I sent a copy of the consent form (refer to Appendix C) for him/her to review.
Measurement
For this research, investigation data was collected through face-to-face
and phone interviews with individuals who had experienced at least two
restructures in less than eighteen months. Prior to collecting the data, I received
approval #2011-39-Z from the Augsburg College lnstitutional Review Board
(lRB). Through the ten interviews I conducted, lanalyzed the effects frequent
organizational restructure had on employee perceptions.
Data Collection
Once identifying participants who met the criteria of the study, I contacted
each of them directly to schedule an interview. The individuals selected to
participate in this study spanned a number of ttllidwest organizations. The types
of organizations included bio-tech, retail, education, financial services, medical
device, agriculture and high-tech manufacturing (see exhibit 1 1 for details).
These individuals varied in position from individual contributor to director within
the organization in which they were employed. During my conversation with
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each participant, I described the study including how the information would be
collected and ensured anonymity and confidentiality for participating in the study.
I reiterated lwould not include any information which would make it possible to
identify them in the final report and if I use direct quotes, I would use a
pseudonym, so they were not identified.
Exhibit 1.1
# of Participants by Type of Organization
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Four of the ten interviews were conducted face-to-face and took place
either at their office or another agreed upon location. The remaining six
interviews were conducted over the phone. Prior to conducting the interview, the
participant read, signed and in some case emailed or faxed a consent form to my
attention. The questions asked were designed to be open-ended in order to
understand the individual's perspective on the topic. ln some cases, clarifying
questions were asked based on the participant's comments to the open-ended
r=E
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questions. I created a participant checklist to ensure no steps were missed. A
copy of the checklist can be found in Appendix D. On average the interviews
took about forty-five minutes. I took hand-written notes and taped recorded the
discussion. After the interview, I listened to the recorded discussion to refresh
and verify information from the interview. The ten interviews were conducted in a
ten-week timeframe.
Data Analysrs
Upon completing the interviews, I created a spreadsheet containing the
participant's comments to each question. I evaluated the data to look for
similarities and unique items I had heard from the ten participants. lalso focused
on the approach the participant's leader took during the most recent
organizational restructure to see if I could glean best practices and opportunities.
ln addition, I reviewed my interview notes to look for direct quotes from each
participant to help emphasize a point or to provide further insights.
lntervieur Results and Findings
After analyzing the data from the ten participants, it was difficult to
determine concrete similarities because each participant had a unique
experience. Although the answers to some of the questions were similar there
was not a significant pattern one way or another to draw a definitive conclusion.
The way in which participants learned about the most recent
organizational restructure they were involved with varied. The feelings were
mixed on whether announcing organizational restructures to employees in
advance was effective. Some of the participants had a long lead time because
25
their organization had informed them there were going to be organizational
changes months ahead of time. The participants who had a long lead time
indicated the imminent changes seemed to drag on forever and in the absence of
leadership updates along the way, they remained suspicious of the future
changes. Others learned there was going to be an organizational change a day
prior or the morning of the announcement. Participant B who was directly
impacted had received an email invite for an "all hands on deck meeting" which
was scheduled the following morning. Participant B also mentioned rumors
about the purpose of the meeting had started to circulate after the "all hands on
deck meeting" meeting invitation had been received by employees. Pafticipant A
had been told eight weeks earlier than the rest of the employees about the
changes and was engaged in the process to assist the leaders to design the
messages which were to be communicated to the broader organization.
The number of organization restructures each participant had experienced
varied. In less than eighteen months, six out of ten had experienced two
restructures followed by three who had experienced three restructures and one
participant who had experienced five restructures (see exhibit r details).
The participant's reactions to the news of the organizational restructure
varied. The words some of them used to describe their initial reaction was
"surpris€d", "confused", "expected", "here we go again" and "wow, it is finally
here". Participant F was confused by the message the leaders shared because it
was extremely vague and caused more questions and uncertainty of what was
going to transpire.
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Exhibit 1.2
# of Organizationa! Restructures Each Participant
Experienced in Less Than 18 -months
Seven of the ten participants indicated their leadership team had clearly
articulated the purpose for the recent organizational restructure they
experienced. Participant A mentioned:
The second restructure was articulated in a much more business savvy
manner. lt seemed to make sense to me as well as the rest of the
organization. The leaders did a much better job explaining the rationale of
the restructure compared to the last time we went through a restructure.
Five of the ten participants interviewed were directly impacted; they
received notification from their leader their position was being eliminated. Four of
the ten participants who were indirectly impacted by the organizational
restructure indicated their scope of responsibility had increased significantly.
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They were asked to pick up the work of their peers whose positions were
eliminated. Participant F stated:
We had half the team so this meant all the work those individuals were
doing had to be absorbed. You are left to tie up the loose ends 
-
everything is just left hanging and you are left trying to put all the pieces
back together.
When asked to describe their commitment level to the organization, five of
the ten participants had indicated their commitment level had decreased.
Participant F stated,
I will say the commitment level I had several years ago is not the same as
it is now, it has definitely decreased. With this current restructure they are
taking away things I used to engage with the organization. Things such as
leadership development, mentoring, etc. are being eliminated.
Participant J was thankful to have a job. Participant J stated,
I have new work, a new boss and a new team who will need to entice me
in these next six months to get engaged. I should be saying how am I
going to get myself engaged in these next six months but I am trying to
survive. I don't need any more change in my life right now...l am trying to
manage through what lcan without neglecting what I am doing.
In light of the most recent organizational restructure, six of the ten
participants felt their leadership team would be able to lead the organization
effectively in the future. When it came to leading the organization after the most
recent restructure Participant I indicated, "The leaders will be able to lead the
28
organization as long as they can continue to be upfront and honest with
employees including ensuring the employees are comfortable with what is going
on." Participant G felt the leader's ability to lead the organization was weak and
stated, "lnternal communication is missing; we hear about things that are not so
important but we don't hear about those things that are really going to impact us."
The participants had varying opinions on what they would have liked the
organization or leader to have done differently during the most recent restructure.
Some of the suggestions were:
The leaders should have maintained visibility after the organization
restructure announcement; they should have followed-up with the
employees who were Ieft
They should have "contained the rumor mill"
They should have created better internal communication and
provided truthful communication of what was going on and why
They should have consulted me about my team so I could provide
input about their capabilities
Participant D mentioned it may not be appropriate to leak the information ahead
of time but "blindsiding people with layoffs or big changes is difficult on everyone.
It is shocking and stops work for days, weeks and months afteruuards. Perhaps
leaking the information would help to buffer the shock."
When participants were asked if there was anything else they wanted to
share about the topic, many of them had mentioned communication was a key
component. They felt it was critical leaders share the business perspective on
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why the restructure was taking place and they needed to be clear about what
was going to happen as a result of the changes. Participant E mentioned. "l
don't think you can ever communicate too much. Listening and allowing
employees to express their feelings, hopes and concerns is important."
Some of the participants indicated at their organization "restructures" were
used as a way for leaders to get rid of poor pedormers. They felt the Ieaders
should have been held accountable to performance manage the individual versus
using an organizational restructure as the rationale.
Those participants who were deemed as the "survivors" mentioned they
wish they had an opportunity to say good-bye to peers whose roles had been
eliminated from the organization. Participant H said, "The finalization is difficult
because you don't know who rs leaving so you were not able to say good-bye to
people you had worked with for years. There is a Iack of closure."
Five of the ten participants had direct reports. In some cases they had the
responsibility to inform their employees about the changes. Participant C who
was directly impacted mentioned, "l was really transparent where I was in the
change; my team knew immediately the impact to me personally and they knew
my commitment to each of them."
Overview of Findings in Comparison to Literature Review
This study helps to round out what others had investigated on the topic of
organizatronal restructures. When comparing the findings of this research to the
literature review several items come to the forefront. Similar to the tVloore et al.
study, for those participants who experienced frequent restructures, concerns of
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job security existed regardless of whether the participant was directly or indirectly
affected by the restructure.
When looking at the Hopkins' and Weathington's study a strong positive
correlation existed between organizational satisfaction and commitment. The
commitment level for several of the participants in this study decreased. As
Participant F pointed out,
I know that things are coming down to cost efficiency and those items
were clearly communicated. lt is hard for me to look past that when I see
other communications coming out that we care about people, our team
members are our number one asset when they really aren't. The
confusion in those messages also takes away from my sense of
commitment to the organization because it reminds me that everything is
"at will".
The Griffin et al. study revealed that who initiated the change was critical.
Similar findings were noted when hearing the point of view of the participants in
this study. As Parlicipant J mentioned, the vice president delivered the message,
yet she has no connection to us. She told us she wasn't going to use the script
instead she was going to talk from her heart. As she spoke, lwas thinking you
don't even know us.
Findings from the study by Bareil et al. suggested the level of discomfort
varied based on the type of change. Several of the participants in this study had
indicated the frequency of restructuring had become a norm for them. They were
numb to the changes. Participant C had been with her organization for ten years.
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During her tenure she had experienced twelve major organizational restructures
and eight smaller ones.
This study was devised because research on the effect frequent
organizationa! restructure has on employee perceptions is limited. This study
helped to reveal the need for leaders to plan and think through all the options
prior to executing the change plan for the organization. What they do and say
does matter to employees because it influences employee perception of the
change, their leader and the organization.
Researc h Study Limitations
There were several limitations of this research study. Several
organizations were intrigued by the research topic but when asked to commit to
participation, they expressed the timing was not right to use their organizatron for
the study. [/ost indicated they were in the process of planning a restructure or
were actually going through one.
The participants were from various industries and organizations through
the Midwest; they provided an array of insights however; it was difficult to make
comparisons. lt may be beneficial to conduct a study with one organization or
evaluate individuals within the same industry.
Hearing the participants' perspective on the topic firsthand was insightful,
however; arranging and conducting interviews was time consuming. ln future
studies, a questionnaire could be created to gather the same information. This
would enable the research to gather the information in a more time efficient
manner than conducting interviews.
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The pafticipants provided their perspective on the impact of frequent
organizational restructures on him or herself. They were asked to think back to
the most recent organizational restructure they were a part of. When the
restructure took place earlier, it was difficult for the participant to recall all the
details of what transpired. ln future studies, talking with individuals shortly after
they've experienced the change would be beneficial to ensure key points are not
missed. ln order to gather more precise information, future studies could include
following participants over a defined period to examine the effects frequent
restructures has on them during two or three separate timeframes. Future
studies could include study individuals who experienced a restructure during the
same time period.
The participants were either directly impacted or indirectly impacted with
the most recent restructure they experienced. Future studies focused on only
those participants who experienced a direct or indirect impact, --not both--; would
be insightful.
It would be difficult to generalize the results of the study because the
sample size was small. More research would need to be completed to draw
more specifics of effects frequent organizational restructure has on employee
perceptions.
Practical I m pl ication s
This study resulted in many practical implications and key points leaders
can learn from when considering an organizational restructure. I anticipate
leaders will continue to use organizational restructures as a means to address
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the competitive world we now operate in. According to Freeman (2003), when
results are not what they should be or when a competitor makes a bold move or
when an organization experiences a breakthrough, CEOs are tempted to pull
organizational strings. It is not difficult to find organizations which restructure
each year to remain competitive.
A clear picture of the future enables the leader to use the vision as a
common context both for diagnosing the need for the change and for managing
the process of change (Beckhard & Pritchard, 1995). Leaders need to clearly
articulate the purpose and rationale for the organizational restructure. They need
to ensure the rationale for the restructure aligns with their overall strategy and
communicate the linkage to the vision. When they do so, their employees better
understand the basis for why the restructure is necessary and it helps employees
to get on board to support the change.
Leader honesty and transparency about what is going on and why is a key
attribute employees appreciate in their leaders. When leaders demonstrate they
make well-informed, sound decisions, followers have confidence in their
expertise (Daft, 2008).
Repetitive and/or inappropriate restructuring and shifts in leadership are
often indicators of a poorly defined strategy (Freedman, 2003). While I did not
see clear evidence of this in this research, leaders should keep the
organizational strategy at the forefront when considering organizational
restructures.
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According to Tobias (2011), change is a process, not an end goal. lt can
be difficult to predict the precise effect of change because things happen along
the way. new evidence emerges, people voice their opinions, technology fails to
work, etc. Change is a constant in the society in which we live and operate, and
leaders need to continually assess how they are going to lead their people during
times of uncertainty, including but not limited to organizational restructures.
Conclusion
The goal of this research was to provide insights into the effect frequent
organizational restructure had on employee perceptions. Although the sample
size was small, many insights were gleaned from the ten participants. The
findings of this study provide a high-level overview of the participant's point of
view of on this topic as well as how the changes affected him/her personally.
The participants also shared their perspective on their expectation of leaders
during times of change. Armed with these insights, leaders may find the
information useful as they consider the implications of organizational change
including understanding the impact the change will have on the organization, key
stakeholders and its employees.
Surprisingly, it was relatively easy to find individuals who met the criteria
for the study. There were some potential participants who had expressed
interest in participating in the study but after consulting with their Human
Resources and/or Legal Department they refrained from participating because of
the guidance they had received. There are untold stories out there about the
effect frequent organizational restructures has on employee perceptions. This
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study is a good starting point for additional research to be conducted on this topic
and to reveal those untold stories.
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Appendix A
Hello
lVly name is Lisa Sabasteanski and I (Lisa Sabasteanski) am a student in the
lVlaster of Arts in Leadership Program at Augsburg College and my advisor is
Steve Manderscheid, Ed.D. As part of my Master's project, I am conducting a
study which focuses the effect frequent organizational restructure has on
employee perceptions. You were selected to participate in this study because
you've been identified as someone who has experienced an organizational
restructure a minimum of two times within the past eighteen months. Please
read the information below before agreeing to be in the study. lf you have any
questions now or later, you may contact me, Lisa Sabasteanski at (952) 457-
2615. You may also contact my advisor, Steve h/anderscheid, Ed.D at
manderscheid@csp.edu or cell: 612-423-9783.
The purpose of this research is to study the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. Frequent is defined as one restructure
followed by another in less than eighteen months. This study will explore several
q uestions:
Think back to the most recent organizational restructure which you
were pafi of; how did you learn about the restructure?
What was your initial reaction when you learned about the
restructure?
How were you affected by the restructure? Please explain.
o What changes have occurred for you as a result of the
restructu re?
How did the leaders articulate the purpose for the restructure?
o What was the purpose of the restructure?
Describe your level of commitment to the organization.
o Has your level of commitment changed as a result of the
restructu re?
What is your perception of the leader's ability to successfully lead
the organization after this restructure?
ls there anything else you would have liked the organization or your
leader to have done differently during this most recent restructure?
ls there anything else you would like to share regarding this topic?
lf you agree to participate in this study, I will ask you to meet with me for a one hour
meeting either in person or via phone. I will ask you numerous questions related to
this research topic. I will take notes and will record (if granted permission to do so)
our meeting for my purposes of data collection and to listen to the recording to refresh
and verify information from the interview.
a
a
a
a
o
a
a
a
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There are no direct benefits to participants. lndirect benefits: Leaders will benefit
from the findings of this study by understanding the impact frequent
organizational restructure has on employee's perceptions of the organization and
by being armed with insights to minimize the impact and increase retention.
The Augsburg faculty will be provided with a paper and/or electronic copy of this
report. A copy of the final report will be in print and accessible at the Augsburg
College Library. I may publish the results and present the results at a
conference.
I will not include any identifiable information about you. All data will be kept in a
locked file at my home. Only my advisor Steve Manderscheid, Ed.D and lwill
have access to the data and any tape recordings. The tape recordings will be
transcribed and will only be used for purposes of clarifying and validating my
understanding of the interview. lf the research is terminated for any reason, all
data and recordings will be destroyed. While lwill make every effort to ensure
confidentiality, anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to the small number to be
studied.
You may withdraw from the study at any time. During the interview you may skip
any questions you do not want to answer. I will not include any information which
will make it possible to identify you in the final report. I may use direct quotes but
will use pseudonyms so you are not identified. The pseudonyms I will use for
participants are: Participant A, Participant B, Participant C and so on.
The tape recordings will be destroyed after the required-three-year time frame.
AII raw date will be destroyed by December 31 ,2014 following federal guidelines
which specifies a minimum of 3 years for retention of data.
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future
relations with Augsburg College or Lisa Sabasteanski the researcher. lf you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting those
relationships. During the interview you are free to skip any questions being
asked of you.
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Appendix B
Hello
A colleague/former colleague of mine, Lisa Sabasteanski is a student in the
Master of Arts in Leadership Program at Augsburg College and her advisor is
Steve Manderscheid, Ed.D. As part of her Master's project, she is conducting a
study which focuses the effect frequent organizational restructure has on
employee perceptions. She has asked me to identify employees in my company
who have experienced an organizational restructure a minimum of two times
within the past eighteen months. Please read the information below before
agreeing to be in the study. lf you have any questions now or later, you may
contact Lisa Sabasteanski at (952) 457-2615. You may also contact her advisor,
Steve ltflanderscheid, Ed.D at manderscheid@csp.edu or cell .612-423-9783.
The purpose of this research is to study the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. Frequent is defined as one restructure
followed by another in less than eighteen months. This study will explore several
q uestions.
Think back to the most recent organizational restructure which you
were pail of; how did you learn about the restructure?
What was your initial reaction when you Iearned about the
restructure?
How were you affected by the restructure? Please explain.
o What changes have occurred for you as a result of the
restructure?
How did the leaders articulate the purpose for the restructure?
o What was the purpose of the restructure?
Describe your level of commitment to the organization
o Has your Ievel of commitment changed as a result of the
restructure?
What is your perception of the Ieader's ability to successfully lead
the organization after this restructure?
ls there anything else you would have liked the organization or your
leader to have done differently during this most recent restructure?
ls there anything else you would like to share regarding this topic?
lf you agree to participate in this study, Lisa will ask you to meet with her for a one
hour meeting either in person or via phone. She will ask you numerous questions
related to this research topic. Lisa will take notes and will record (if granted
permission to do so) the meeting for purposes of data collection and to listen to the
recording to refresh and verify information from the interview.
There are no direct benefits to participants. lndirect benefits: Leaders will benefit
from the findings of this study by understanding the impact frequent
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
o
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organizational restructure has on employee's perceptions of the organization and
by being armed with insights to minimize the impact and increase retention.
The Augsburg faculty will be provided with a paper and/or electronic copy of this
report. A copy of the final report will be in print and accessible at the Augsburg
College Library. Lisa may publish the results and present the results at a
conference.
Lisa will not include any identifiable information about you. AII data will be kept in
a locked file at her home. Only her advisor Steve Manderscheid, Ed.D and Lisa
will have access to the data and any tape recordings. The tape recordings will
be transcribed and will only be used for purposes of clarifying and validating her
understanding of the interview. If the research is terminated for any reason, all
data and recordings will be destroyed. While Lisa will make every effort to
ensure confidentiality, anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to the small number
to be studied.
You may withdraw from the study at any time. During the interview you may skip
any questions you do not want to answer. Lisa will not include any information
which will make it possible to identify you in the final report. She may use direct
quotes but will use pseudonyms so you are not identified. The pseudonyms she
will use for participants are: Participant A, Participant B, Participant C and so on.
The tape recordings will be destroyed after the required-three-year time frame.
All raw date will be destroyed by December 31,2014 following federal guldelines
which specifies a minimum of 3 years for retention of data.
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future
relations with Augsburg College, Lisa Sabasteanski the researcher or myself. lf
you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting
those relationships. During the interview you are free to skip any questions being
asked of you.
lf you would like to participate in the study or if you have additional questions you
may contact Lisa directly at 952-457-2615 or sabastea@augsburg.edu.
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Appendix C
Gonsent Form
The Effect Frequent Organizational Restructure has on Employee
Perceptions
You are invited to participate in a research study of the effect frequent
organizational restructure has on employee perceptions. You are being asked to
be a possible participant because you've experienced an organizational
restructure a minimum of two times within the past eighteen months. Please
read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to
participate in the study.
This study is being conducted by myself as part of my master's project in
Leadership Studies at Augsburg College. My advisor is Steve Manderscheid,
Ed,D.
Backg rou nd lnformation :
The purpose of this research is to study the effect frequent organizational
restructure has on employee perceptions. Frequent is defined as one restructure
followed by another in less than eighteen months.
Proced u res:
lf you agree to parlicipate in this study, I will ask you to meet with me for a one hour
meeting either in person or via phone. lwill ask you numerous questions related to
this research topic. I will take notes and will record (if granted permission to do so)
our meeting for my purposes of data collection and to listen to the recording to refresh
and verify information from the interview.
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:
Risk: any probing for personal or sensitive information in surveys or interviews.
Participants will not receive any direct benefits.
lndirect benefits: Leaders will benefit from the findings of this study by
understanding the impact frequent organizational restructure has on employee's
perceptions of the organization and by being armed with insights to minimize the
impact and increase retention.
Confidentiality:
The Augsburg faculty will be provided with a paper and/or electronic copy of this
report A copy of the final report will be in print and accessible at the Augsburg
College Library. I may publish the results and present the results at a
co nfe re n ce.
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lwill not include any identifiable information about you. All data will be kept in a
locked file at my home. Only my advisor Steve [Vlanderscheid, Ed.D and lwill
have access to the data and any tape recordings. The tape recordings will be
transcribed and will only be used for purposes of clarifying and validating my
understanding of the interview. lf the research is terminated for any reason, all
data and recordings will be destroyed. While I will make every effort to ensure
confidentiality, anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to the small number to be
studied.
You may withdraw from the study at any time. During the interview you may skip
any questions you do not want to answer. I will not include any information which
will make it possible to identify you in the final report. I may use direct quotes but
will use pseudonyms so you are not identified. The pseudonyms lwill use for
participants are: Participant A, Participant B, Participant C and so on.
The tape recordings will be destroyed after the required-three-year time frame.
All raw date will be destroyed by December 31,2014 following federal guidelines
which specifies a minimum of 3 years for retention of data.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future
relations with Augsburg College or Lisa Sabasteanski the researcher. If you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting those
relationships. During the interview you are free to skip any questions being
asked of you.
Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Lisa Sabasteanski. You may ask any
questions you have now. lf you have questions Jater, you may contact me at
954-457-2615 or my advisor Steve l\4anderscheid, Ed.D.,
manderscheid@csp.edu; cell .612-423-9783.
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records.
Statement of Gonsent:
I have read the above information or have had it read to me. I have received
answers to questions asked. I consenf to participate in the study,
Sig natu re: Date:
/ conse nt to he audio taped
Sig nature: Date:
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I conse nt to allow use of my direct quatations in the final report.
Sig natu re: Date:
Signature of the lnvestigator. Date:
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Appendix D
The Effects Frequent Organizational Restructure
has on Employee Perceptions
Participant Checklist
Reviewed consent form with the participant
Received a signed consent form back from the participant
Provide the participant with a copy of the consent form
Review demographic information with the participant
Received demographic form back from the participant
Complete interview questionnaire
Assigned a pseudonyms to the participant
o Pseudonym assigned artici ant
Augsburg College
Llndell Library
Minneapolis, lylN 55454
